I S Se; t l-h V5S $88 

Amendment In Response to February 19, 2010 Final Office Action and 

'\ U ^ C "A " < !'V \C L 1 iiv - k 



!>>xA \o x_ 
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are rejected. Applicants have hereinabove amended 18, arid added new claims 28 and 29, 
< s 1 t ' ^ t i a i i i t - 

•an 2^ , . 2 i a " 1 e , r , \ < \ m A 

Applicants main taut that die amendments to claim 18 do not raise any new matter, 
and that the claims, as amended, arc fully supported by the specibcadori as originally 
filed. 

Applicants also maintain that new claims 28 and 29 do nor raise any new matter, 
and that the new claims are fully supported by the specification as originally filed. 
Support for the amendments to new claims 28 and 29 is found., inter alia, in the 
spa ideation as follows: page 9, lines 7 1?, page 10., lines 6-7 and page 1.0., line 16 to page 
12, line 15; page 27, line 21 to page 28, line 4. 

in making these amendments, applicants neither concede die correctness of the 
vnmner'- t w ?1 ! " i i N > , A* a i il mi i i i In 

p.n ut " v m i v " 1 n 1 n ^ n < s bn 

s ubj ect a pplica tion . 

In view of the arguments set forth below in this Amendment, and claim 
lis.'-"! a> i y ( ! mi i i < c u thr 

ebrua N ina! Office Actios >« ercot spectfu that 

the Examiner reconsider and withdraw same. 
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Claim R i s U nder 3 3 U.Sd ; abiement) 

The Examiner states that claims 18-21 are rejected under 35 I M § 112, first 
paragraph, as allegedly containing subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in seen a way as to enable one skilled in the art to vvhioh it pertains, or oath 
which it is nm ncark id > i i and me ( n inn n r j k in scope 
\ ah ■> < n <- i . 1 1 i i i i t ^ i s 

nabiernent for a "vda d \ a- uais > i in-; v <. 5 no of 

endothelial cell tissue damage. 

i r<_H t ov t !i?lvni l ^ t n ^ 21 1 t I i im ! \ 

correctness thereof, applicants note that claim 18 has been amended. Amended claim 18 
urn u k 1 ' r d \l v "o - - , < ivo adn n l e i ' o x oKeutcal 

a ? I claim 12; allow! said corn p k to cu.rnul ; d 

i ell site of a ti^i e; and allowing the drag to act o $g i i 

id s ice the Ixa iner's rejec claims 18-2 Ie< 1 net. 

In view of the above remarks, applicants maintain that claims 18-21, as amended, 
satisfy the reqoiren mts )f 35 S.C §112 first >a igraph and request that the ISxaminei 
reconsider and withdraw this ground of rejection. 



doud^u \ l io w.J.i CO, ^, _ i"m ( , vO!^ v"w- 

Hie Ex< i f <t i nd 12-2 t eel urn 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 

as allegedly unpatentable over Kaxuo et a!, (IP 07-089874), as evidenced by 13ichonary.com 
dotp Ju ! m_ ^> » n > - s a 

In response to the examiner's resection of claims 1-10 and 12-21, but without 
conceding the correctness thereof, applicant notes that claim 18 has been, amended, in 
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addi! i, jpl i s respectfully i sverse, and 1 < h h i that the xai iner fail< 1 hablish 
ai'f t uVo*o> e— ' <th v s 

n t l i - ' ^ 1 - v ^ n i t I J 

things with respect to each claim. First the cited references, when combined, teach or 
suggest each element of the claim. Second, one of ordinary skill would have been 
j Ts < i ■ ■> ^ u i m 0 < m n i i 

And third men would ha\e bean reaso ->!. c^ rectal.- <" the: ie a > n auei' 
would succeed. 

The Examiner fails to present a prima facie case of obviousness since the cited 
c east do element of ejaim 

For example, the Examiner concedes that Kazuo et al does not teach the use of 1, 5- 
dipaimitoyi-L-g i s required b\ claim 1 Ho <i < 1 

up iox his app eieney, the Examiner makes an uhsuppox hen nl that 

'''DFEA is a known species of palmitic acid in the prior art." To the contrary., applicants 
respectfully point out thai DP FA is not known or recognized as a species of palmitic acid. 
DFEA comprises a palm try) alcohol-derived structure within the molecule, and does not 
comprise a palmitic acid-derived structure, indeed, DPkA comprises two palmifyl 
alcohol-derived structures, an L-gluiamate-derived structure, and a succinic acid-derived 
structure. Further, a carboxy! group within the 'DFEA molecule is a portion of the succinic 
.kh dtnwa! ' , .u A., '.ill it'! . t >,oki iha 

DFEA is a species of palmitic acid. 

1 the Ex a sta Kazuo et al teaches I trriej 1 

ua " i --o i lug v i - (V"""j |mo 1 <vnd 0 , 1 res I 

3}." Vpp 5 s note iha Kazuo et a toes ot tead « suggest 1 > e c acid can N 
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used a^ bih/np ft by \ h ape -=d to w . e o ->s that 

i < s i npound f etc and 

the a i compound is desire ,1 us f ^ t pain 

acid is used as a derivative (specifically, a bonded compound) with an " a foremen Honed 
compound/' wherein die "aforementioned compound" is "a compound of at least more 
jh m u i i < . i > i n < n in n t u 

p. nm ji* i i o' 'si i > i 

DPEA molecules do not contain an aliphatic amino group, an aromatic amino 
group, or an amidino group. Therefore, the derivative comprising palmitic acid and the 
; >x n e > < c npound" descri gra 1 u a differs 

from DPEA. Furthermore, DPEA is not a known species of said derivative in the prior art. 

Accordingly, the combination and use oi V T \ w th a p v >s» u m 1\ \ jh, a 
p laud eg >up and a stero a const its oi the clamed inve turn is not 

obvious based on trie cited references. 

In view of the above remarks, applicants maintains that claims 1-10 and 12-21, as 
n < * v € remenis U.S.C i v. e i ic Ex mi n 

reconsider and x 1 k a. 1 - this ground o rejet ion 

be * \ a u - ? ft ^ i u i 12 v. si ^ 1 - ( c 

'in i i k, v . is N e > s ' - 1 M \ - - v w v ^ u< ! u, t t 

In response to this rejection of claims 1-10 and 12-16, but without conceding the 
v -ihc v oh r , p a ■> w< tt s 1 o s a w> ' s ! i > ! i n 1 1 i 

oes 1 3 so of ob\ mess against the i 1 i 
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[en tf xan \ei fail roses 1 ci> case of obvi< ess since cited 

v., nc 5 U is > i * s ^ ^ c - I 12 

16. 

1 nonr - i l ! i w nu i ^ J > u \ - - ft \^ 

of DPEA, as required by claim 1. However, the Examiner again makes the same 
unsupported i * i that "DPEA is a known species of palmitic acid in the prior art" in 
order to make up for this apparent deficiency. As discussed above DPEA is nor known or 
recognized as a species of palmitic acid, 

Thus, Tsuchida fails to teach or disclose all of the elements in at least independent 
claim 1, and, as a result claims 1-10 and 12-16 are not obvious in light of Tsuchida. 

In view of the above remarks, applicants maintains that claims 1-10 and 12-16, as 
amended, satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw this ground of rejection. 

Conciiision 

Applicants maintain that claims 1-10 and 12-21, as amended, ana new claims 28 and 
2 A o n <.<. o o I a * <- \ l < i h > ^ s s t i i * I 

i ^ N P v v. 1 - i ■> ol di 

subject applit tit applicant undersign* orne m tea the Examin to eieohonehe 
j ? >\ led n 
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Dated: lime 10.. 2010 



Respectfully submitted, 

.-IT 

Registration No. 55,745 
DiCKSTElX SHAPIRO U P 
1177 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, New York 10036-2714 
(212) 277-6500 
Attorney for Applicants 
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